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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments 

B-BH-1 

B-BH-2 

B-BH-3 

B-BH-4 

B-BH 
Responses 

B-BH-1: The RMP does not include private lands (see Section 1.3).  
SRMA management does not apply to private property. 

B-BH-2: A separate travel management plan will be developed follow-
ing the RMP for public lands.  The RMP recognized valid existing 
rights in Section 1.6 planning criteria and legislative constraints. 

B-BH-3: The mentioned roads are located outside of the Granite Moun-
tain SRMA. 

B-BH-4 : This is reflected in the FEIS. It should be noted that SRMAs 
are an administrative boundary and do not affect private property rights. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
B-BH 

B-BH-5 

B-BH-6 

B-BH-5: Valid existing rights are recognized in the RMP-Section 1.6 (6). 
If Bright Holland Corp. already holds water rights, the RMP cannot ret-
roactively impact the obtaining of those rights.  Attachment B was re-
viewed and considered by BLM; however, it is not included in this Ap-
pendix.  Attachment documents were reviewed and considered by BLM; 
however, they are not included in this Appendix.  To view these docu-
ments contact the Winnemucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-
mail at wfoweb@blm.gov. 

B-BH 6: 
1. Ownership of this parcel was determined to reside with the Federal 
Government by a review under the Color of Title Act, 43 CFR 2541.  
The parcel has been designated as land to be retained due to  natural re-
sources and wildlife habitat issues.  Attachment documents were re-
viewed and considered by BLM; however, they are not included in this 
Appendix.  To view these documents contact the Winnemucca District 
Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-mail at wfoweb@blm.gov. 

2. The subject lands are within the Poodle Mountain WSA and are not 
subject for disposal. 

Business-3 

mailto:wfoweb@blm.gov
mailto:wfoweb@blm.gov


  

 

  

  

  
   

 

  
 

 
  

  

   
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
B-BH 

B-BH-6 

Cont-d  


B-BH-7 


B-BH-8
 

B-BH-9
 

Business-4 

B-BH-6 cont-d.: 
3. The lands around Hualapai Flat are designated as suitable for possible 
disposal under Alternative D.  A revised Figure 2-66 is included in the 
FEIS. 

B-BH-7: The RMP recognizes valid existing rights in Section 1.6: Plan-
ning Criteria and Legislative Constraints.  Actions D-R 10.2 and D-R 
10.3 address this comment and include exceptions to limited areas on a 
case-by-case basis.  A separate OHV transportation and travel manage-
ment plan for public lands will be developed following the RMP. 

B-BH-8: The BLM adheres to United States Code: Title 43 USC 666, 
also known as the McCarran amendment, which requires that federal 
entities waive sovereign immunity and comply with state water law. If 
water law conflicts with management objectives and actions, the BLM 
will defer to state law and seek to use the most effective alternative 
means to manage the health of the land and its multiple uses. 

B-BH-9: The FEIS/RMP contains revised management actions applica-
ble to sage-grouse management. 

ROWs, new range improvements and other BLM discretionary actions 
would require environmental analysis regardless of location.  Permitted 
users would be notified of sensitive species restrictions during the per-
mitting process.  Casual users of the public lands would not be restricted 
by these designations until such time as the Travel Management Plan is 
completed. At D-SSS 1.2.1. Areas with use restrictions to protect prior-
ity wildlife habitat area including priority sage-grouse habitat areas are 
identified in figure 2-4. 



  

 

  
 

 

  
  

     
   

   

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
B-BH 

B-BH-10 

B-BH-11 

B-BH-10:
 
See response to B-BH-9.
 

B-BH-11:
 
Please refer to the West Wide Energy Corridor – Record of Decision. 

Widths vary by corridor section. Corridors, 16-17, 16-24, 17-35 have 

default widths of 3,500 feet. Other corridors widths are 15-17-10,560
 
feet, 16-104- 1,000-3,000 feet, 16-24- 2,640 feet, and 17-18 10,560 feet. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-CVM Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-CVM Comments Responses 

B-CVM-1: The Montana Mountains are proposed in priority wildlife habi-
tat areas to have no surface disturbance, no surface occupancy use re-
strictions applicable to fluids, solid minerals leasing, and saleable minerals 
and for ROWs as they are located within priority and priority sage grouse 
habitat areas.  Management of use restrictions would be subject to man-
agement criteria specified and applied on a case-by-case basis.  See -  See 
– D-FW 1.2, D-WR1.4, and D-SSS 1.2N and Figures 2-33 and 2-37. Spe-
cial stipulations would apply within these areas see D-MR 9.3.1. 

B-CVM-1 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-CVM Comments Responses 

B-CVM-1 
Cont  -d 

B-CVM-2 

B-CVM-3 

B-CVM-2: 
BLM has designated OHV travel management with priority wildlife 
habitat areas as limited to existing routes and trails. BLM capabili-
ties or limitations to enforce our regulations, procedures, and poli-
cies are not the basis for deciding which management actions to put 
into place. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-CVM Comments Responses 

B-CVM-3 
Cont  -d 
 

B-CVM-4 

B-CVM-3: 
IM-2010-071 references "Withhold from sale or defer the sale of par-
cels, in whole or in part, that industry has proposed for oil and gas or 
geothermal leasing in priority habitat as supported by analysis under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of the impacts of leasing on 
sage-grouse." Further along in the IM it states:  "RMP Revisions/ 
Amendments:  In RMP revisions and amendments, analyze one or more 
alternatives that would exclude priority habitat from energy develop-
ment and transmission projects." Under "Future Actions for the Protec-
tion of Sage-grouse Populations" it states "Protection of sage-grouse 
populations and habitat is of critical importance, …"  This RMP/EIS is 
the analysis under NEPA that supports the decision being proposed. 
This IM directs BLM to close blocks of land to leasing if that course of 
action is warranted for the protection of sage-grouse populations and 
priority habitat. 

B-C-VM-4: 
A range of alternatives were developed with respect to solid minerals.  
Alt. A does not close areas and would be managed based on manage-
ment and policy. Management of priority wildlife habitat areas and ap-
plicable use restrictions includes a set management criteria. See D-FW 
1.2. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-1

B-Delong-2

B-Delong-3

B-Delong-1: Allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the 
site specific or allotment level.  See D-LG-1.3.  The BLM has clarified 
how forage is allocated in Section 2.2.2 - Anatomy of an alternative. 

B-Delong-2: See response to B-Delong-1. Annual forage is by it nature 
subject to wide variations in its availability, and can not be assessed as a 
sustained yield forage. 

B-Delong-3: Alternatives were developed from issues identified from 
public scoping, input from the Sierra Front-Northwest Great Basin RAC 
Subgroup, Cooperating Agencies, and evaluation of the AMS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments 

B-Delong-4 

B-Delong-5 

B-Delong-6 

Responses 

B-Delong-4:
 
See response to B-Delong 3.
 

B-Delong-5: The BLM must comply with requirements of FLPMA, 
Taylor Grazing Act, and the 1872 Mining Laws.  Use restrictions are 
identified throughout the RMP through a range of alternatives.  Nu-
merous locations within the regulations (eg 43 CFR 4100) specify 
protection or protecting resources against impacts of various author-
ized activities. 

B-Delong-6: The BLM adheres to United States Code: Title 43 USC 666, 
also known as the McCarran amendment, which requires that federal entities 
waive sovereign immunity and comply with state water law.  If water law 
conflicts with management objectives and actions, the BLM will defer to 
state law and seek to use the most effective alternative means to manage the 
health of the land and its multiple uses. 

Neither Action CA-WR 3.1 nor Action WR 2.2 (A-D) declare in any way 
that the BLM shall file for more than one beneficial use on a single water 
right.  Water rights actions taken by the BLM will be in benefit to multiple 
uses of the land.  When water rights for multiple beneficial uses are required, 
the BLM will attempt obtain them. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-6 
Cont  -d 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-6 
Cont  -d 

B-Delong-7 

B-Delong-8 

B-Delong-7: This action seeks to prevent impacts to riparian vegetation 
and wetland soils from increased animal usage within the area due to the 
construction of a more permanent or more easily accessible water source. 
Developing a spring so that all surface water is captured would be contra-
dictory to NRS 533.367. The Nevada state water law requirement to re-
tain water that is accessible to wildlife that customarily uses it would re-
sult in the perseverance of riparian vegetation and wetland soils. 

B-Delong-8: BLM must comply with requirements of FLPMA pertaining 
to disposal of public lands. Specific disposal actions would be analyzed 
through site specific NEPA process, which includes public review and 
analysis. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

ResponsesB-Delong Comments
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments
B-Delong-8 
Cont-d. 

B-Delong-9 

B-Delong-10 

B-Delong-11 

Responses 

B-Delong-9: Allotment management plans, relating to livestock grazing, 
are subject to the Grazing Management Regulations at 43 CFR 4120.2.  
These plans are prepared through consultation, cooperation, and coordina-
tion with affected permittees, lessees, land owners involved, and others. 
Implementation decisions relating to allotment management plans require 
site-specific planning and NEPA analysis.  BLM is not proposing any 
implementation level decisions with respect to soils. 

B-Delong-10: Objective D-LG 1 & D-LG 1.2 includes incorporating an 
adaptive management process to achieve land health standards.  Meeting 
these standards are also included in livestock grazing SOPs and BMPs.  

B-Delong-11: BLM has prepared a range of alternatives.  Each project 
would be covered through a NEPA process with specific measures/ 
mitigations to protect sensitive resources.  

The Nevada Division of Conservation Districts, the Conservation Com-
mission, and the Nevada Department of Environment Protection devel-
oped a Best Management Practices Handbook. This handbook can be 
used wherever needed for sediment and erosion control in non-designated 
areas.  The handbook is not a set of rules and regulations but a “guide” for 
resource and site specific planning. 

Appendix B- Introduction clearly states that the BMPs/SOPs serve as 
guidelines to mitigate impacts. 

Nevada Best Management Practices Handbook addresses seedings to con-
trol erosion and many other practices. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-11 
Cont-d  

B-Delong12   

B-Delong-13   

B-Delong-14   

B-Delong-12 :  The BLM prepared a range of alternatives applicable to 
soil amendments. 

B-Delong-13 : This is part of Standard 1 Soils - surface litter and cover 
parameters are defined in ecological site description reference sheets 
which are available from USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service. 
These reference sheets are used to determine departure from normal as 
part of interpreting and measuring indicators of rangeland health. 

B-Delong-14: Although biological crust can cause some adverse affects, 
the majority are beneficial.  Refer to Technical Reference 1730-2 Biologi-
cal Soil Crusts: Ecology and Management 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments 
B-Delong-14 
Cont-d   

B-Delong –15 

B-Delong –16 

B-Delong-17 

B-Delong-18 

Responses 

B-Delong-15: The no action alternative may include a no change from 
current management direction or level, or may reflect the present course 
of action based on BLM policy or guidance.  (See CEQ Forty Most 
Asked Questions #3.)  BLM utilizes Technical Reference 1730-2(2001) 
as guidance with respect to “Biological Soil Crusts:  Ecology and Man-
agement.”  Section 5.2 relating to livestock grazing addresses manage-
ment for healthy biological crusts when they are vulnerable to hear and 
compressional forces.  Managing biological crusts when dry are also 
addressed. 

B-Delong –16: The BLM has developed a range of alternatives, some of 
which include seasonal restrictions. Alternative B S 1.6 has been modi-
fied in the FEIS/RMP. 

B-Delong-17:  Comment noted.   

B-Delong-18 : Objective WR 1 (B,C, and D) defines how “priority water-
sheds” will be managed.  Under Actions WR 1.1 and WR 1.2 (B, C, and 
D), both municipal watersheds and watersheds critical to T&E species 
habitat are considered priority watersheds. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong –18 
Cont  -d 
 

B-Delong-19 
 

B-Delong-20 

B-Delong-19: See response to B-Delong-18. 

B-Delong-20: See response to B-Delong-6. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments 

B-Delong-21 

B-Delong-22 

B-Delong 23 

Responses 

B-Delong-21:  Action CA-WR3 includes a qualifier “consistent with NV 
state water law make water available to wildlife.”  BLM would work with 
permittees to develop cooperative agreements to provide water for wild-
life and WH&B.  See D-LG 5.4. 

B-Delong-22: The BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  Action D 
-VD 3.6 allows for removal of trees to meet resource objectives. 

B-Delong-23: Section3.2.6 Vegetation Forestry has been modified to in-
clude information related to old-growth forests.    The definition of old-
growth stands has also been added to the glossary.  Action VF 4.1identify 
27,605 acres containing of old growth stands in the Pine Forest Moun-
tains,  Figure 2-2 - Appendix A identifies areas with old growth charac-
teristics. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-24 

B-Delong-25 

B-Delong -26 

B-Delong-24: Action B-VW 1.1 addresses control of invasive and nox-
ious plants. The proposed final D-VW 1.2, D-VW 2, D-VW 2.1 and D-
VR 4.2 address prevention and/or control of cheatgrass. 

B-Delong-25:   Objectives identify the specific desired outcomes for the 
resource.  Here the desired outcomes referenced vary by alternative and 
vegetation community.  Most pertain to managing and maintaining over-
all health of vegetation, including managing for healthy, productive, di-
verse, and resilient vegetation; managing to restore; and managing to pro-
tect.  Crested wheatgrass would be managed to maintain or restore range 
improvement seedings. 

B-Delong –26:  See response to B-Delong-25. Various tables within the 
proposed Final RMP/FEIS have been changed to ensure consistency.  See 
section 3.25 – Table 3-10 and Figures 3-9, 3-10, and 3-11.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong –26 
Cont-d 

B-Delong –27 

Refer to response B-Delong-32. Various tables within the proposed 
Final RMP/FEIS have been changed to ensure consistency.  See section 
3.25 – Table 3-10. 

B-Delong –27: See response to B-Delong-25.  BLM developed the 
RMP with defined goals, objectives, allowable uses and management 
actions through a range of alternatives. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments 

B-Delong 27 
Cont-d  

B-Delong 28 

B-Delong 29 

Responses 

B-Delong 28:
 
Prescriptive grazing has been added as a management tool throughout the 

development of the FEIS. See D-VR 1.2.
 

B-Delong 29:
 
The BLM has developed a range of alternatives  that considers use of 

native and non-natives species for rehabilitation and reclamation (see D-
VR 4.1).  The Wildland Fire Ecology section of the FEIS reflects Objec-
tive CA WFM 4 which allows for flexibility in achieving perennial 

plant communities. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong 29   
Cont  -d 

B-Delong 30   

B-Delong-31 

B-Delong-30: 

BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives for management of 

crested wheatgrass seedings. See VR 2. 


B-Delong-31:  Objective VR 4 has been modified to improve vegetation
 
from within fire regime altered condition class 3 to class 2 with no acre-
age restrictions. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-31 
Cont-d 

B-Delong-
32 

B-Delong-32: Table 3-10 and associated text has been modified to be con-
sistent. 

The 40% PFC and 18% moving toward PFC figures were results obtained 
by an intensive study conducted within the district by an independent con-
tractor, Whitehorse Associates, in 1999.  This information is provided in 
the text to be used in conjunction with BLM’s data shown in Table 3-8 
(page 3-25) to make the reasonable assumption that overall, watersheds 
within the planning area are in fair condition. The BLM’s data (Table 3-8) 
was obtained from streams that have been assessed by the BLM within the 
12,975 acres of riparian/wetland habitat within the WD.  The total area for 
lentic and lotic shown in Table 3-8 cannot be added together to obtain a 
total area of riparian habitat because 1) the two figures are in different 
measurements; and 2) the table provides a summary of only those areas 
that had been assessed for PFC at the time the table was created.  Table 3-
8 also shows the percentages in parenthesis of areas functioning at risk 
trending downward, not apparent and non-functional. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-32 
Cont-d 

B-Delong-33 

B-Delong –33: 
Any introductions of elk would be a cooperative effort between the 
BLM and NDOW after public review and concurrence by the Board of 
Wildlife Commissioners.  Please see Nevada Administrative Code 
(NAC) 504.466 Conditions for importing of ungulates into State and 
Nevada Elk Species Management Plan (1997) about disease testing. 
The Board of Wildlife Commissioners defines endemic species as fol-
lows: “Those species presently or historically occurring naturally with-
in the 48 contiguous states and/or Alaska, and normally found in a wild 
state.” 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong -34 

B-Delong 35 

B-Delong 36 

B-Delong –37 

B-Delong –34: Comment noted. 

B-Delong-35 : This action specifies “coordination” with respect to Commis-
sions policy #26. Commissioners policy #26 is titled “Transparency” and in-
cludes providing information to the public. 

B-Delong-36: Migratory birds refers to those protected by the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. 

B-Delong -37: A reasonable range of alternatives were developed to ad-
dress stream bank 
alteration. See FW 9.3, 9.3.1, 9.3.2. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments 
B-Delong-37 
Cont-d 

B-Delong-38 

B-Delong-39 

Responses 

B-Delong 38: The comment recognizes a range of alternatives presented 
for closure, maintenance, alteration, or removal of roads.  Site specific 
public involvement and NEPA analysis would be applicable for closure 
or removal of roads.  A separate travel management plan would also be 
developed in the future for OHV travel. 

B-Delong 39 : BLM developed a range of alternatives and management 
actions applicable to development of springs to allow for multiple uses 
and flexibility.  See also LG 5.3.1 in the FEIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 
B-Delong 39 
Cont-d  

B-Delong 40 

B-Delong –41 

B-Delong –42 

B-Delong 40: 1) A beneficial water use does not need to be explicitly described 
in the NRS to be approved by the State Engineer.  2) A 2005 Division of Water 
Resources ruling, #5489, displays the State Engineer's intent and reasoning to 
consider WH&B as a beneficial use under the umbrella of wildlife. 3) Water 
rights do not grant the right of ingress or egress. The landowner has discretion 
when allowing individuals to access or develop water any parcel of land. 

This action seeks to prevent impacts to riparian vegetation and wetland soils 
from increased animal usage within the area due to the construction of a more 
permanent or more easily accessible water source. Developing a spring so that 
all surface water is captured would be contradictory to NRS 533.367. The NV 
state water law requirement to retain water that is accessible to wildlife that cus-
tomarily uses it would result in the perseverance of riparian vegetation and wet-
land soils. 

B-Delong-41:  On April 11, 2011, BLM contacted Delong Ranches regarding 
this comment and requested evidence supporting claims regarding the Jackson 
Mountain HA/HMA.  On May 10, 2011 the BLM sent a follow up letter again 
requesting information to support this comment. The follow up letter had a 
due date of May 23, 2011.  As of June 15, 2011, the BLM has not received 
any information, therefore the Action was not changed to reflect the com-
ment. 

B-Delong:-42 The stipulation states, “2. The Wild Horse Management Decision 
of the Final Multiple Use Decision dated May 27, 1994 shall be effective, and 
the administrative appeal filed by the appellant is withdrawn without prejudice to 
appellants right to contest what is the 1971 wild horse use area and/or wild horse 
herd management area (HMA) within the Jackson Mountain Allotment, as well 
as what may be the natural thriving ecological balance of the wild horses. Stipu-
lation number 2 shall not preclude the BLM from raising any legal arguments 
that it may have related to the appellant’s contentions that it may contest matters 
raised in this  paragraph. The BLM waives any claim of time bar as follows: 
BLM will not argue in any litigation that the issues in this paragraph were litigat-
ed or should have been litigated in this appeal.”   

There are no other references to HMA original boundaries, etc in the stipulated 
agreement and it does not mention that the BLM will look at it in the next RMP. 

Exhibit 1 was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it is not included in 
this Appendix. This document is viewable from the link provided for the final 
EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca RMP website at: http://www.blm.gov/ 
nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments
B-Delong –42 
Cont-d 

B-Delong –43 

B-Delong –44 

Responses 

Exhibit 2 was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it is not in-
cluded in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from the link pro-
vided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca  RMP web-
site at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html. 


B-Delong-43: 

Action B-WHB 1.5 has been changed to D-WHB 5.1 in the PRMP which
 
adopts B-WHB-1.5. AML is established at site specific through imple-
mentation planning not in the PRMP.  


B-Delong-44: 

Action WHB 1.7 has been changed to D-WHB 5.3. This action in-
cludes use of other fertility control measures if approved. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments 
B-Delong –44
Cont-d  

B-Delong –45

B-Delong-46 

Responses 

B-Delong-45: 

Action B-WHB 1.8 is now B-WH&B 5.6 in the PRMP. The BLM recog-
nizes valid existing rights (See Section 1.6). D-WHB 3.3 addresses 

WH&B management when private water sources used by WH&Bs are 

no longer available. 


B-Delong-46: 

Grazing is a privilege Taylor Grazing Act 315b and 43 CFR 4130.2(c);
 
and specifies that grazing privileges “shall be adequately safeguarded” 

but that the creation of a grazing district or issuance of a permit does not
 
create “any right, title, interest, or estate in or to the land.” 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments 
B-Delong –46 
Cont-d 

B-Delong –47 

B-Delong –48 

B-Delong –49 

Responses 

B-Delong-47:  

BLM has developed a range of alternatives. The State Engineer has
 
ruled that wild horses are acceptable as a beneficial use under the um-
brella of wildlife, Division of Water Resources ruling #5489.” The BLM 

adheres to United States Code: Title 43 USC 666, also known as the 

McCarran amendment, which requires that federal entities waive sover-
eign immunity and comply with state water law. If water law conflicts 

with management objectives and actions, the BLM will defer to state 

law and seek to use the most effective alternative means to manage the 

health of the land and its multiple uses. 


B-Delong-48 :
 
Land health standards must be met or make progress towards meeting the
 
standards for soil under regulation.
 

B-Delong-49 :
 
According to IM-WO-2009-18 the allotments are still prioritized. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong-50 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-50 : Four livestock grazing alternatives were developed to include 
goals, objectives, and management actions that meet BLM regulatory and 
policy requirements while assuring land health standards are achieved.  Alter-
native C option 2 considered a no grazing option. 

The BLM manages livestock grazing according to the Rangeland Manage-
ment and Grazing Administration regulations, 4100.  Included in the regula-
tions are requirements to manage public lands by assessing resource condi-
tions and evaluating rangeland health standards.  Through this process, based 
on monitoring and professional observations, plans are developed to include 
strategies or management actions to meet objectives and land health stand-
ards. Based on plan evaluations, the BLM may issue decisions that include 
changes in grazing management or adjustment in AUMs.   

Grazing is also managed through decisions in two land use management 
plans; the Paradise-Denio and the Sonoma-Gerlach Management Framework 
Plans (MFP)(1982).  These plans established base grazing levels by grazing 
allotment for livestock, wildlife, and wild horses and burros.  The plans also 
implemented the process to establish active preference of livestock animal 
unit months (AUMs).  This process titled the “Coordinated Resource Manage-
ment Process (CRMP),” set grazing levels based on monitoring, allowed for 
development of allotment management plans, and included other adjustments 
besides livestock numbers (eg. season of use).  These ongoing adjustments are 
the foundation for the AUMs being allocated in the RMP. 

Based on current regulatory requirements, policy, and current land use plan 
decisions the WD will continue to adjust livestock AUMs by allotment on a 
case-by-case basis to ensure all grazing permits are meeting or making signifi-
cant progress towards meeting rangeland health standards.  Therefore a range 
of alternatives showing potential increases or decreases of AUMs, not sup-
ported by monitoring data or standards for rangeland health  were not consid-
ered in this RMP. However, lands open and closed were considered. 

Livestock grazing management also considered a no grazing option under 
Alternative C. Goals, objectives, and management actions applicable to no 
grazing has been identified and analyzed in the FEIS.  

The Old Gunnery Range is located in the Black Rock Desert Wilderness, that 
did not have authorized grazing at the time of Wilderness Designation.  
Therefore it cannot be made available to authorized grazing. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong –51 

B-Delong –52 

B-Delong-51: 

See response to Delong-50.
 

B-Delong-52: 

Grazing is a privilege per the Taylor Grazing Act 315b and 43 CFR
 
4130.2(c); and specifies that grazing privileges “shall be adequately 

safeguarded” but that the creation of a grazing district or issuance of a
 
permit does not create “any right, title, interest, or estate in or to the 

land,”.
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong –53 

B-Delong –54 

B-Delong –55 

B-Delong –53: Action D-LG 1.6.1 revises language with respect to 
maintenance performance.  

B-Delong-54 :  If a permit is relinquished, such as by agreement, or can-
celed by decision, the BLM may specify that the land involved with that 
permit is unavailable for grazing in a land use plan or made available for 
another public purpose that precludes grazing. The authorized officer 
may specify the amount of permitted use that may occur, such as tempo-
rary use in the case of forage banks, or no use if the land in question is 
designated as unavailable for grazing in the land use plan. BLM has dis-
cretion in specifying permitted use, and is not obligated to authorize use 
on all forage just because it may be available. 

43 CFR 4110.2-2 Specifying permitted use, “…Permitted livestock use 
shall be based upon the amount of forage available for livestock grazing 
as established in the land use plan, activity plan, or decision of the au-
thorized officer under § 4110.3–3,” 

43 CFR § 4110.3–3 Implementing reductions in permitted use. 
(a) After consultation, cooperation, and coordination with the affected 
permittee or lessee, the State having lands or managing resources within 
the area, and the interested public, reductions of permitted use shall be 
implemented through a documented agreement or by decision of the au-
thorized officer. Decisions implementing § 4110.3–2 shall be issued as 
proposed decisions pursuant to § 4160.1, except as provided in paragraph  
(b) of this section. 

(b) When the authorized officer determines that the soil, vegetation, or 
other resources on the public lands require immediate protection because 
of conditions such as drought, fire, flood, insect infestation, or when con-
tinued grazing use poses an imminent likelihood of significant resource 
damage, after consultation with, or a reasonable attempt to consult with, 
affected permittees or lessees, the interested public, and the State having 
lands or responsible for managing resources within the area, the author-
ized officer shall close allotments or portions of allotments to grazing by 
any kind of livestock or modify authorized grazing use notwithstanding 
the provisions of paragraph (a) of this section. Notices of closure and 
decisions requiring modification of authorized grazing use may be issued 
as final decisions effective upon issuance or on the date specified in the 
decision. Such decisions shall remain in effect pending the decision on 
appeal unless a stay is granted by the Office of Hearings and Appeals in 
accordance with 43 CFR 4.21. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

4  3 CFR § 4130.2 Grazing permits or  leases. 
(a) Grazing permits or leases shall be issued t  o qualified applicants to au-
thorize use on the public lands and other lands under the administration  of 
the Bureau of Land Management that are designated as available for live-
stock grazing through land use plans. Permits or leases shall specify  the 
types and levels of  use authorized, including livestock grazing, suspended 
use, and conservation use. These grazing permits and leases shall also 
specify terms and condition  s pursuant to  §§  4130.3, 4130.3–1, and 4130.3 
–2. 
 
(d) The term of grazing  permits or leases authorizing livestock  grazing on  
the public lands and other lands under the administration of the Bureau   of 
Land Management shall be 10 years unless—  
(1) The land i  s being considered for disposal  ; 
(2) The land will be devoted to a public purpose which  precludes grazing 
prior to the end of  10 year  s; 

B-Delong –55: 
 
T&E habitat refers to the habitat of the species that has been listed  by the 

USFWS under the Endangered  Species Act as threatened or endangered 
 
species. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong –56
B-Delong –56:
 
Action D-LG 1.11 has been modified to “crucial” in the FEIS/RMP.  Exam-
ples of species that fall within the crucial wildlife definition include mule 

deer, pronghorn, elk, and big horn sheep.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-57: 
B-Delong –57  BLM has developed a range of alternatives. Alternative B –LG 1.2 pro-

poses continuous season long grazing use. 

B-Delong –58 B-Delong-58: 

Comment noted.
 

B-Delong-59:  

See response to B-Delong-6.
 

B-Delong –59 
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Public Comments and Responses 
B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-59 
Cont-d  

B-Delong –60 

B-Delong –61 

B-Delong-60 :  See response to B-Delong-6.
 

B-Delong-61: 

BLM has developed a range of alternatives. See response to B-Delong-
6. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong-62: See response to B-Delong-6. 

Action D-LG 5.5. Water would only be required to be piped back to the 
source if a valve was unable to ensure that excess water was not being 
taken from the source. 

B-Delong-63: A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management 
Plan (CTTMP) will address these concerns after the Record of Decision 
for the RMP is signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public 
participation & input. 

BLM provided a reasonable range of alternatives with respect to transpor-
tation and travel management. A separate transportation and travel man-
agement plan would be developed following the RMP. 

B-Delong-61 
Cont-d 

B-Delong –62 

B-Delong-63 
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Public Comments and Responses 
B-Delong Comments Responses 

B-Delong –63 
Cont  -d 

B-Delong –64 
B-Delong-64:  
BLM has complied with requirements of 40 CFR §1502.14 by including a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  Adjustments in livestock and forage 
allocation would be implemented based on monitoring data or site-
specific resource evaluations.  See Management Actions LG 1.3.1 appli-
cable to all alternatives.  Case-by-case allocations would not provide a 
substantial change in the economic impact analysis. The social and eco-
nomic section has been updated in the PRMP.  

Business-40 



  

 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

B-Delong Comments Responses 
B-Delong-64 
Cont  -d 

All Exhibits were reviewed and considered by BLM; however, they 
are not included in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from 
the link provided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winne-
mucca  RMP website  at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/ 
blm_information/rmp.html. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-EPR Comments Responses 

B-EPR-1 B-EPR-1: 
Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-EPR Comments 

B-EPR-1 
Cont-d 

B-EPR-2 

B-EPR-3 

B-EPR-4 

Responses 

B-EPR-2: According to CFR regulations # 40CFR 1503.4 (b) which 
states in part “all substantive comments received on the draft statement 
(or summaries) should be attached to the final statement…..”  BLM is 
not required to post scoping letter comments.  The scoping report is 
available upon request at the Winnemucca District Office. 

B-EPR-3: 
The alternatives were developed through both internal and external scop-
ing, input from cooperating agencies and Tribal governments.  In addi-
tion, BLM met with a subgroup of the RAC comprised of members of 
the public representing various public land users including mining.  Nine 
meetings were held with this group. 

B-EPR-4: 
Table 3-25 was revised. Identification of SRMAs are required per the 
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook #H 1601-1, Appendix C. A separate 
implementation planning process would occur to further define recrea-
tion management of specific SRMAs. The process would involve NEPA 
compliance and public participation. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

B-MEC Comments Responses 
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